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SMALL BUSINESS LOAN GUARANTEE PROGRAM 
Fiscal Year 2007-08 Annual Report 

 
 
 
Introduction 
 
This document constitutes the California Business, Transportation and Housing (BTH) Agency’s 
report on the Small Business Loan Guarantee Program (SBLGP) required by California 
Corporations Code Sections 14030.2(b) and 14076 (a).  As required by statute, the report 
contains the following information:  

 The number of loan guarantees and surety bonds awarded to small businesses through the 
SBLGP. 

 The annual loss experience for the Small Business Expansion Fund for loan guarantees and 
surety bond guarantees. 

 Ethnicity and gender data of participating contractors and loan recipients.  

 Experience of surety insurer participants in the SBLGP. 

 A review of the financial statements of the Small Business Financial Development 
Corporations (FDCs) and the portfolio of loan guarantees and surety bonds awarded by each 
FDC. 

 
 
Background 
 
The SBLGP promotes local economic development by providing guarantees for loans issued to 
small businesses by private financial institutions, typically banks, that otherwise would not 
approve a term loan or line of credit.  As a result of the SBLGP, participating small businesses 
are able to grow and expand because they are able to secure financing.  The loan guarantee 
serves as an incentive for financial institutions to issue these loans to eligible small businesses, 
where the guarantee covers a percentage of the loan balance and interest on defaults.  Besides 
guarantees for term loans and lines of credit, the SBLGP features emergency guarantees to assist 
businesses in the event of a natural disaster, and direct farm loans to help growers who cannot 
obtain conventional bank financing.  The farm loans are guaranteed by the U. S. Department of 
Agriculture. 
 
As the overall administrator of the SBLGP, BTH establishes charter agreements with FDCs.  
FDCs are nonprofit corporations designated by BTH to:  1) Market the program; 2) coordinate 
the packaging of the loan and loan guarantee applications between the small business and 
financial institution; 3) issue the loan guarantees; and, 4) ensure that lenders have followed 
required procedures before requesting payment on defaulted loans.  Prior to 2001, eight FDCs 
and their six branch offices issued the loan guarantees to qualifying small businesses that could 
not otherwise qualify for a bank loan.  As a result of legislation, three additional FDCs were 
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established in November of 2001, bringing the total number of FDCs throughout the state to 
eleven.   
 
On an annual basis, BTH enters into a contract with the FDCs to support the SBLGP.  For each 
FDC, the SBLGP establishes a separate account in the SBLGP trust fund that serves as a loan 
loss reserve.  The trust fund exists within the Small Business Expansion Fund created by 
Corporations Code Section 14045.  Money in the trust fund pays for defaulted loan guarantees 
and interest earnings pay for some of the administrative costs of the FDCs.  In addition, an 
annual General Fund appropriation is required to support the FDC contracts.  As of June 30, 
2008, the trust fund was valued at $38,271,704. 
 
The SBLGP guarantees up to 90 percent of a loan, with a maximum guarantee of $500,000.  
Except for farm loans, the SBLGP does not provide direct loans, but issues loan guarantees that 
are leveraged up to four times the amount of the trust fund.  However, the leveraged amount, or 
the program’s actual liability, supports a far greater amount of loan dollars.  As of June 30, 2008, 
the program was leveraged to produce about $365 million in financing for small businesses. 
 
This report covers the guarantees made by the eleven FDCs during the 2007-08 fiscal year.  The 
FDCs and their location are: 

1) California Capital Small Business Development Corporation (Sacramento). 

2) California Coastal Rural Development Corporation (Salinas). 

3) California Southern Small Business Development Corporation (San Diego). 

4) Hancock Small Business Financial Development Corporation (Los Angeles). 

5) Inland Empire Financial Development Corporation (Ontario). 

6) Nor-Cal Small Business Financial Development Corporation (Alameda). 

7) Pacific Coast Regional Small Business Development Corporation (Los Angeles). 

8) San Fernando Valley Small Business Financial Development Corporation (Van Nuys). 

9) Small Business Financial Development Corporation of Orange County (Santa Ana). 

10) State Assistance Fund for Enterprise, Business, and Industrial Development Corporation 
(Santa Rosa). 

11) Valley Small Business Development Corporation (Fresno). 
 
Financial statements for the FDCs are summarized in Attachment 1 of this document. 
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Fiscal Year 2007-08 Results 
 
Number of Guaranteed Loans 
Small businesses that cannot acquire capital in the absence of a loan guarantee are the intended 
beneficiaries of the SBLGP.  Local communities and the State of California also benefit 
indirectly from the resulting economic development.  In fiscal year 2007-08, the SBLGP had its 
highest volume year, completing 1,358 guaranteed loans for a total of almost $169 million in 
financing.  That figure includes 1,268 loan guarantees, 89 direct farm loans, and one emergency 
loan guarantee.  Jobs created and retained as a result of loan guarantees totaled 16,281. 
 
As of June 30, 2008, the SBLGP had 2,437 active guaranteed loans in its portfolio totaling 
approximately $365 million.  The 1,358 guaranteed loans in 2007-08 are 39 more than the 
program’s previous high, achieved in 2006-07, and represent a 56 percent increase since 2002-
03.  The following table highlights the program’s key results since 1999-00: 
 
 

Fiscal 
Year 

Guaranteed 
Loans 
Issued 

Jobs 
Created/Retained 

Total Loan 
Amount 

Guaranteed 
Loan Portfolio 
as of June 30 

Guaranteed 
Loan Portfolio 

Total Loan Amt.
2007-08 1,358  16,301 $ 169,205,987  2,437  $ 364,897,051  
2006-07 1,319  16,891 158,870,553  2,191  319,696,515  
2005-06 1,127  17,921 161,041,844  1,931  296,138,099  
2004-05 1,091  17,424 142,017,622  1,794  255,325,867  
2003-04 846  15,598 114,245,543  1,679  213,450,557  
2002-03 871  16,050 107,083,475  1,582  208,229,077  
2001-02 796  13,151 103,269,167  1,523      196,133,951  
2000-01 770  15,019 96,013,569  1,516      187,612,150  
1999-00 743  15,286 100,482,041  1,408      178,062,560  

 
 
In addition to a 56 percent increase in annual guarantee issuance since 2002-03, the program has 
seen a 54 percent increase in its year-end portfolio of outstanding loans during that same period, 
and a 75 percent increase in the total loan amount that those guarantees support.  Since 1999-00, 
the total loan amount supported by the SBLGP has increased 105 percent. 
 
The past two years’ success was due in large part to repayment of a loan that the SBLGP made to 
the General Fund in 2002.  In the 2002-03 Budget Act, the Legislature directed that $10.7 
million of the program’s trust fund be returned to the state in the form of a loan to the General 
Fund.  Funds were removed from each FDC’s trust fund account and transferred to the General 
Fund in September of 2002.  The program continued to leverage the $10.7 million four times, as 
before, based on Budget Act language and a later change in statute.  However, the program did 
not benefit from any interest earnings on the $10.7 million as those accrued during the life of the 
loan and could not be accessed to pay administrative costs.  The Governor’s 2006-07 budget 
repaid that loan, and the interest paid helped fund additional loan guarantee work by the FDCs.  
The program expected that approximately 200 additional businesses would be helped in 2006-07 
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and, in fact, the number of businesses assisted that year increased by 192.  The number of 
businesses assisted in 2007-08 exceeded 2006-07 by 39, again helped by the General Fund loan 
repayment as remaining interest earnings were available to pay the FDCs for increased 
production. 
 
Small Business Bond Guarantee Program 

No bond guarantees were issued in 2007-08.  There had been a possibility of a bond guarantee 
program targeted to small-sized transportation contractors thanks to the Governor’s and the 
Legislature’s interest in upgrading California’s transportation system.  The passage of the 
general obligation bond placed on the November 2006 ballot was preceded by a proposal for a 
new surety bond guarantee program when the Governor issued Executive Order S-11-06 in July 
2006.  The Executive Order instructed BTH and Caltrans to develop a legislative proposal that 
would establish a $40 million State Transportation Bonding Guarantee Program to assist small 
and emerging businesses, including Disadvantaged Business Enterprises, who bid on state and 
federally-assisted transportation and transit-related projects.  Work on developing the new bond 
guarantee program began in early 2006-07, and Assembly Bill 1695 (Bass) was introduced to 
implement the program.  The bill ultimately was not passed by the Legislature.  However, 
assistance for small contractors has continued to be on the Administration’s and Legislature’s 
agenda as transportation bond projects have moved forward. 
 
 
Demographic Distribution:  Ethnicity and Gender Data 
 
The following tables show the percentage of loan guarantees issued by ethnicity and gender.  
Additional information, including a breakdown by each individual FDC, is provided in 
Attachment 2. 
 
 

Ethnic Background of Loan Guarantee Recipients 
FY 2007-08 

 
Ethnicity Number of Recipients Percentage 

   Caucasian  570 41.97%
   Asian/Pacific Islander  334 24.60%
   Hispanic  213 15.68%
   African American  91 6.70%
   Asian Indian  54 3.98%
   Native American  1 0.07%
   Other  95 7.00%

TOTAL 1,358 100.00%
 
 
The above numbers show that the SBLGP is continuing to reach minority-owned businesses.  
However, for the first time in five years the percentage of non-Caucasion owned businesses 
receiving loan guarantee assistance was less than 60 percent.  The drop-off is attributable to 
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reduced demand in the Los Angeles area for small business financing as many of the businesses 
assisted in that area have been Asian-owned, and the percentage of Asian-owned businesses 
assisted in 2007-08 was 24.6 percent, a noticeable decline from the 29.34 percent assisted in 
2006-07.  At the same time, the other categories of minority-owned businesses remained about 
the same.  Even with the slight decline in minority-owned business participation in the program, 
the percentage of minority-owned businesses assisted by the SBLGP is over three times the 
percentage of small businesses owned by minorities nationally, as the most recent statistics 
published by the U. S. Small Business Administration’s (SBA’s) Office of Advocacy show that 
approximately 18 percent of small businesses nationwide are minority-owned. 
 
With regard to gender, the SBA reports that approximately 28 percent of small businesses 
nationally are women-owned.  Of the businesses helped by the SBLGP in 2007-08, 58.69 percent 
were owned by men, 23.93 by women, and 17.38 percent were co-owned by men and women.  
These numbers represent a 1.2 percent decrease in the number of male borrowers over the 
previous year, and a 1.01 percent decrease in the number of loan guarantees made to businesses 
owned exclusively or primarily by women.  Jointly-owned businesses increased by 2.22 percent.  
The overall disparity between male and female borrowers is consistent with the traditional 
gender-based borrowing patterns that were noted in a study conducted by the Howarth College of 
Business at Western Michigan University several years ago. 
 
 

Gender of Loan Guarantee Recipients 
FY 2007-08 

 

Gender Number of 
Recipients Percentage 

 Men 797 58.69%
 Women 325 23.93%
 Co-owned Equally by Men 

and Women 236 17.38%
TOTAL 1,358 100.00%

 
 
Loan Guarantee Loss Experience 
 
In fiscal year 2007-08, the SBLGP paid $1,467,499 in default claims and recovered $53,962 in 
previously paid claims, resulting in a net loss of $1,413,536 and an annual net loss rate based on 
the 12-month average of monthly outstanding guarantees of 1.04 percent.  This represents a spike 
in the default rate, and is the first time since 2002-03 that the annual default rate has exceeded 
one percent.  The increase in the default rate was not unexpected given the slowdown in the 
national economy.  An analysis of the SBLGP’s default rate history reveals that the program has 
suffered higher than normal loss rates in times of economic slowdown, which is to be expected 
given that the number of  business failures increases during those periods. 
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2007-08 data also shows a sharp drop in recoveries from defaulted loans.  Many small business 
loans, particularly large ones, are secured by the business owner’s personal residence.  In those 
instances, the loan guaranteed by the SBLGP is typically secured by a third deed of trust against 
the property.  The collapse of the real estate market has left little or no equity for those lenders 
with a third position lien.  As a result, collections through liquidation of collateral on defaulted 
loans have suffered.  Nonetheless, future recoveries are possible when the real estate market 
rebounds.  When payment is made on a defaulted loan, the FDC assumes ownership of the loan 
so it is in a position to pursue collection on loans secured by real estate at a time when the real 
estate has sufficient value to merit foreclosure. 
   
Because the net loss rate fluctuates annually, a five-year historic average provides a clearer 
picture of the program’s loss record.  Thanks to the previous four years’ extremely low loss rates, 
the five-year average default rate at the end of 2007-08 fell to 0.54 percent, the lowest it has ever 
been.  (Detailed data regarding the loss experience related to loan guarantees and surety bonds is 
provided in Attachment 3).  Considering the limited financial capacity of the SBLGP’s typical 
borrowers, the SBLGP’s loss rate compares extremely well to a typical bank’s loss rate of 0.8 
percent on a portfolio of non-guaranteed small business loans. 
 
The following table depicts the net loss rate for the SBLGP since Fiscal Year 1999-00: 
 
 

Fiscal Year Default 
Payments 

Default 
Recoveries 

Annual 
Rate 

Net Loss Rate based on 
5-year floating average * 

2007-08 $ 1,467,499  $   53,962  1.04% 0.54% 

2006-07 732,849  176,153  0.45% 0.59% 

2005-06 358,849  70,828  0.25% 0.79% 

2004-05 352,036  454,965  (0.10)% 1.04% 

2003-04 1,353,504  415,718  0.93% 1.46% 

2002-03 1,753,745  266,985  1.51% 1.45% 

2001-02 1,608,401  193,652  1.48% 1.39% 

2000-01 1,526,086  179,778  1.44% 1.55% 

1999-00 2,078,382  282,562  1.96% 1.70% 
 * Based on the average guarantee encumbrance outstanding. 
 
 
While the program’s loss rate measured as the percentage of net default payments against 
guarantee liability remains very satisfactory, the higher guarantee liability incurred by the 
program over the past four years translates into a higher total dollar pay-out from the loan 
guarantee trust fund.  For instance, as of June 30, 2004, the SBLGP had $98,927,735 in 
guarantee liability.  As of June 30, 2008, that number had risen to $141,400,877, a 44 percent 
increase.  The increase in liability is a function of the program’s increased service to small 
businesses and correlates with the increase in the number of loan guarantees issued annually and 
the increase in the number of outstanding guaranteed loans.  A one percent loss rate based on 
those amounts would mean net pay-outs for each of those years of $989,277 and $1,414,009, 
respectively; so success in achieving the program’s mission of assisting small businesses in 
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obtaining financing means potentially more losses from the trust fund, even though the program 
remains operationally sound.  The increase in loan guarantee volume is consistent with the 
expectations of BTH and the Legislature, but points to the fact that program resources will 
inevitably decline without an injection of funds into the trust fund. 
 
A future factor to consider when analyzing the program’s loss experience will be Assembly Bill 
610 (Price), which was passed and signed in 2007 and is intended to provide more assistance to 
small businesses through the use of existing resources by allowing the loan guarantee trust to be 
leveraged five times rather than four.  While the increased leverage creates more guarantee 
capacity and, hence, the ability to help more small firms, it also means potentially more 
guarantee liability and the potential for increased default payments from the trust fund.   
 
AB 610 became effective on January 1, 2008, and included a five-year sunset date to allow for 
an assessment of the impact of increased leverage on the trust fund.  As of December 31, 2007, 
trust fund liability stood at $136,613,169.  As noted above, trust fund liability was approximately 
$141 million six months later.  That increase in liability would likely have occurred without AB 
610, so it is premature to opine about any trust fund loss trends resulting from the new leverage 
allowance.  However, this issue will be analyzed and discussed in future editions of this report. 
 
 
Outlook 
 
Loan Guarantee Program 
Given the state budget situation, last year’s program highs in number of guaranteed loans issued 
and loan dollars supported most likely represent the program’s peak for the foreseeable future.  
For the 2008-09 fiscal year, the program incurred a 10 percent reduction in its General Fund 
administrative budget, plus the interest earnings from the General Fund loan that was repaid in 
2006-07 had been substantially depleted by the end of 2007-08.  Those two factors resulted in 
significantly lower funding for the program in 2007-08, and a commensurate decline in the 
program’s output is expected.  The 2009-10 fiscal year is also anticipated to be difficult given 
that the General Fund situation is not expected to improve, plus program income generated by 
the loan guarantee trust fund is expected to decline because of erosion to the trust fund principal 
caused by increased loan defaults and lower earnings as the result of declining interest rates and 
investment yields. 
 
While diminishing resources for program administration are a concern, an equally critical one is 
the stability of the loan guarantee trust fund.  As discussed in the “Loan Guarantee Loss 
Experience” section, the program is expecting a notable erosion of the guarantee trust fund as a 
result of the current economic downturn coupled with the losses that would occur under normal 
economic conditions.  For the program to maintain a high level of service, an injection of monies 
into the trust fund will eventually be needed. 
 
At the same time that program resources are declining, need for the program is expected to 
increase as the core problem affecting the national economy is credit availability, and the 
program’s mission is to help small businesses obtain credit that otherwise wouldn’t be available 
to them. 
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Despite the difficult budget outlook, the program is working to expand maintain its service level 
by pursuing the initiatives described below. 
 
U. S. Economic Development Administration Funds 
In September 1983, the U.S. Department of Commerce’s Economic Development 
Administration (EDA) provided the State of California with funding under the Sudden and 
Severe Economic Dislocation (SSED) Grant Program for administration of a revolving loan 
fund.  The purpose of the loan program was to fund business development projects in areas of the 
state that had suffered recent severe job loss, either as the result of a natural disaster or the loss of 
local industry.  The State of California provided matching funds and the SSED program was 
administered by the TTCA until that agency was abolished in 2003.   At that time, the State 
Controller’s Office assumed responsibility for collection of all outstanding loans, but there was 
no longer any statutory authority to operate the program and issue new ones. 
 
In August 2006, a representative from EDA met with officials from the Business, Transportation 
and Housing Agency to solicit assistance in continuing the program.  A budget request and 
statutory authority were both approved, effective in the 2007-08 fiscal year.  A technical error 
related to the budget request required it to be re-appropriated for 2008-09, thus delaying the start 
of the program.  Following approval of the 2008-09 State Budget, all necessary funding and 
statutory authority were in place to commence the program. 
 
BTH had intended to integrate the EDA funds into the SBLGP and make loan guarantees in 
accordance with EDA guidelines in areas that have suffered acute economic distress.  However, 
EDA revised its program policy to require that their funds be used only for direct lending and not 
for loan guarantees.  BTH now plans to use the funds for a revolving loan fund program 
administered through the FDCs and targeted to small business eligible under EDA program 
regulations.  Prior to starting the program, BTH must submit an administrative plan to EDA for 
approval. Assuming approval of the plan, BTH expects to have the new program operational in 
the second half of 2008-09. 
 
Private Funds 
In 2003, legislation clarified that the SBLGP could accept private funds into the program and use 
them to back loan guarantees.  In 2005-06, the program initiated a pilot project using private 
monies when Pacific Coast Regional FDC in Los Angeles, a certified Community Development 
Financial Institution (CDFI) under the Department of Insurance’s California Organized 
Investment Network (COIN) program, received a $500,000 deposit from Wells Fargo Bank.  The 
COIN program allows an investor to deposit funds with a CDFI for community development 
lending.  The deposit is for a minimum of five years, and the investor receives a one-time 20 
percent tax credit in return.  Under an agreement with BTH, Pacific Coast Regional used the 
Wells Fargo funds to back loan guarantees when it had maximized the leverage on its state trust 
fund account. 
 
Two more deposits of private funds are probable during the 2008-09 fiscal year.  SAFE-BIDCO 
is interested in using funds that it currently has for energy efficiency loans as a reserve for 
guaranteeing such loans instead.  By converting to loan guarantees and leveraging the funds, 
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SAFE-BIDCO will be able to help more small businesses retrofit their facilities and achieve 
energy cost savings.  Cal Coastal anticipates an injection of private funds to back-stop their state 
trust fund, similar to how Pacific Coast Regional utilized the Wells Fargo money.  In addition, 
Cal Coastal is hopeful of receiving a grant from the U. S. Treasury under the federal CDFI 
program.  The grant monies would be used to make farm loans and Cal Coastal is considering 
depositing those funds into the SBLGP trust fund and using them in conjunction with the 
program’s farm loan component.  Cal Coastal has been the most active farm lender in the 
program, and additional capital is needed if the FDC is to maintain annual output of 70-90 farm 
loans. 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
The SBLGP had its most successful year in 2007-08 and currently supports approximately $365 
million in financing for small businesses, an all-time program high.  At the same time, the 
program has experienced a 0.54 percent five-year floating net loss rate, which exceeds the 
previous all-time low achieved the year before.  Although affected by the state’s chronic budget 
deficit and the economic downturn, through new initiatives and existing program activities, the 
SBLGP will continue to promote economic growth for small businesses, including minority and 
women-owned businesses, by enabling these businesses to receive much needed small business 
loans when they could not do so otherwise. 
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Financial Development Corporations’ Financial Position 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

FINANCIAL DEVELOPMENT CORPORATIONS’ FINANCIAL POSITION 
 
 
The most recent Financial Development Corporation financial statements indicate that the 
FDCs remain financially stable overall.  That conclusion is based June 30, 2008 financial 
information which shows that the FDCs aggregate net worth increased by $2,786,977. 
 
 

CORPORATION 
TOTAL 
ASSETS 

TOTAL 
LIABILITIES 

NET ASSETS 
As of 6/30/08 

CHANGE IN NET 
WORTH 

  California Capital $  1,080,265 $    346,574 $   733,691 $   342,923
  California Coastal 16,638,318 14,623,961 2,014,357 142,981
  California Southern 1,398,314 889,097 509,217 204,394
  Hancock 1,337,544 32,906 1,304,638 (83,835)
  Inland Empire 177,079 5,832 171,247 41,425
  Nor-Cal 1,213,585 737,770 475,815 157,187
  Orange County 258,254 37,089 221,165 (3,205)
  Pacific Coast Regional 7,491,035 6,309,758 1,181,277 (38,220)
  SAFE-BIDCO 9,520,831 4,504,689 5,016,142 2,368,850
  San Fernando Valley 98,288 86,078 12,210 567
  Valley 17,368,179 9,397,092 7,971,087 (332,437)
  TOTAL $56,581,692 $36,970,846 $19,610,846 $2,800,630
 
 
Hancock and Pacific Coast Regional (PCR) experienced drops in net worth of $83,835 
and $38,220, respectively, that can be credited to the reduction in demand for loan 
guarantees in the Los Angeles area as a result of the faltering economy.  In 2007-08, 
Hancock and PCR’s combined loan guarantee output was 287, a drop of 74 from the 
previous year and of 138 from 2005-06.  As a result, revenues generated through the 
SBLGP’s output-based system of compensation have not met expectations for the two 
FDCs and they both incurred an operating loss last year.  On the plus side, those losses 
were relatively minor and both corporations maintain well over $1.0 million in net assets. 
 
Orange County incurred a slight reduction in net assets ($3,205) as the result of an 
increase in liabilities attributed to accrued employee salaries combined with a slight drop 
in total assets. 
 
The State Assistance Fund for Enterprise, Business, and Industrial Development 
Corporation (SAFE-BIDCO) experienced a $2,368,850 increase in net worth in 2007-
08.  The primary reason for the increase was the release of $2,750,000 in Petroleum 
Violation Escrow Account (PVEA) funds by the U. S. Department of Energy (DOE).  
The PVEA funds had been provided to SAFE-BIDCO to fund energy efficiency loans, 
and in 2008 the DOE determined that the funds had been fully expended and were now 
the property of SAFE-BIDCO.  This factor helped offset a net operating deficit for the 
year of $381,150.  The deficit was the result of: 

 Decreased investment earnings as a result of a decline in investment yields. 
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 Increased costs caused by unexpected contract labor expenses and increases in the 
provision for loan loss. 

 Decreased revenue earned through its SBLGP contract and reduced interest earned on 
direct loans 

 
Valley’s net assets dropped by $332,437 because of losses related to the corporation’s 
participation in the SBA’s Certified Development Corporation (CDC) program.  Valley 
received approval from SBA to form a CDC, which allows Valley to provide financing 
through SBA 504 loans that provide long-term, fixed-rate financing for major fixed 
assets, such as land and buildings, to growing small businesses.  However, Valley has not 
been awarded permanent CDC status and, because of the worsening economic situation, 
has not been able to generate enough loan activity to sustain the program.  As a result, 
Valley wrote-off the funds it had invested in the CDC and not recovered as an 
“extraordinary loss”.  Although Valley’s costs were incurred over several years, the loss 
was taken in 2007-08.  Despite the write-off for the CDC, Valley maintains a net worth of 
almost $8.0 million, easily the largest fund balance amongst the FDCs. 
 
Overall, the eleven FDCs experienced an increase in net assets of $2,800,630 over the 
previous year.  While most of that increase can be attributed to SAFE-BIDCO receiving 
ownership of the federal PVEA funds, discounting for that sum still leaves an increase in 
net assets of $431,780, which is almost four times higher than the increase the network 
experienced in 2006-07.  Those numbers indicate that the network at this point in time is 
generally strong financially and is benefiting from diversification as most corporations 
have a menu of financing programs that they can offer small businesses and which 
provide additional sources of revenue.  It is hoped that this diversification will lessen 
some of the potential impact of the current economic slump as non-profit organizations 
are typically adversely affected during periods of economic slowdown and public agency 
budget difficulties.  Viable FDCs are particularly important in the current economic 
situation as their primary mission is directed towards the number one problem plaguing 
economic growth:  The availability of credit. 
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Activity Report from July 1, 2007, Through June 30, 2008 
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Loan Guarantee Loss Rate:  5-Year Historic and Annual 
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